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Series of purchasing power parities (ppp) and of the components of gross domestic product (gdp) -or at more disaggregated levels-are extremely useful for analysing competitiveness, supporting negotiations on trade agreements and making economic policy decisions. They can also be used in international poverty measurements.
In a recent piece of work, entitled Global absolute poverty fell by almost half on Tuesday, Dykstra, Kenny and Sandefur (2014) show the substantial changes in many countries' poverty estimates based on the results of the 2005 round of the International Comparison Programme (icp) and on extrapolations from the results of the 2011 round. This work shows the importance and the sensitivity of such calculations.
Accordingly, it is important to devote the necessary resources to obtain robust ppp figures through the icp rounds, at least under a rolling benchmark scheme similar to that used by Eurostat and the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (oecd). Meanwhile, in the region we may use estimates which, notwithstanding the methodological limitations set forth in the following pages, are reported in this work.
The literature on the technical aspects of ppp is extremely broad. There is also a long list of publications on methods of calculation and the particular results obtained in icp rounds, both from academia (such as the Penn World Tables) and from international agencies (World Bank, oecd, among others). By contrast, few works generate and analyse regional statistical series prepared on the basis of methodologies that complement those used to calculate ppp in the years of major statistical operations (rounds) when prices are surveyed and weights calculated.
The main objective of this work is to present some methodological aspects and gdp series for Latin America and the Caribbean for the period 2005-2013, expressed in ppp, as well as some of the limitations of this exercise. Comparisons are made with the results of the 2005 round of icp and with dollar-denominated series (at current and constant prices) at market exchange rates. A number of hypotheses are advanced to interpret the behaviour of the main economic variables calculated in the framework of the investigation.
Unlike an earlier work by the same authors, in which ppp series (2000) (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) (2006) (2007) (2008) (2009) (2010) (2011) were calculated on the basis of the 2005 round of icp, the series presented in this study are based on the 2011 icp results published by the icp Global Office, as well as in more recent national accounts data published by the countries of Latin America and the Caribbean for the period 2005 -2013 (Epstein and Marconi, 2014 .
Simply put, ppp between two countries (A and B) is the ratio between the number of country A's monetary units required to buy -in country A-a product of equal quality and in equal quantity as could be bought by one of country B's monetary units in country B. Here, B is the reference country.
Using econometric calculations, these ppps -initially calculated for staple products-can be calculated for groups of products (known as basic headings), and even at the level of gdp and its components.
On the basis of ppp, price differences can be analysed between countries and spatial comparisons made (geographical dimension), selecting a given country as a reference (usually the United States).
ppps are used to measure not only the "real" size of a country's or a region's economy, but also to obtain more robust indicators of level of economic development (such as per capita gdp expressed in ppp), and of productivity and competitiveness, as well as better measurements of poverty.
Several Latin American countries (Ecuador, El Salvador and Panama) have adopted dollarization as an exchange-rate regime, which means forgoing some degrees of monetary policy freedom. Together with the calculation of real exchange rates, the updated ppp series afford these countries' economic authorities useful indicators of competitiveness.
Currently, ppps are calculated in the framework of an exercise coordinated by the World Bank and implemented globally through the icp. oecd and Eurostat run a regular programme to perform these calculations for their member countries.
Ideally, this programme should be carried out every year in every country in the world, which would provide annual ppp series. Unfortunately, owing to financial and logistical restrictions, ppps are only available for the
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Introduction
The authors, who are former staff members of the Economic and Environmental Statitistics Unit of the Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean (eclac), are grateful for comments and suggestions made on a previous version of this work by an anonymous referee. Tables (pwt) . Similarly to the work carried out here, pwt use the information from the icp rounds as a reference to obtain ppp series.
However, in many cases, since these are efforts at the global level, the information put into the pwt (and into the World Bank database) is not the most up-todate information for Latin America and the Caribbean. Moreover, the ppp extrapolations presented in the pwt use multiple reference years obtained from different icp rounds, whereas this work focuses on the latest year available, on the premise that this provides the best quality of information and more advanced calculation methodologies than previous rounds. In effect, the estimates presented in this study are conducted on the basis of the latest icp information available, extrapolating (and retropolating) parities using the deflators derived from the national accounts of the Latin American and Caribbean countries and the United States, a method which has the advantage of being simple and inexpensive. gdp series are presented at constant and current prices expressed in ppp for 2005-2013, a short period which, nevertheless, is statistically influenced by the crisis of 2008-2009, which could have repercussions on the results in both price and volume terms. Effectively, the financial crisis unleashed in those years, the end of the commodity price boom and the considerable fall in the investment rate over the latter years of the period analysed had a strong impact on relative prices of the goods and services that make up the output of the countries of Latin America and the Caribbean, on their ppp and, obviously, on the low rates of total and per capita gdp growth recorded in most of the countries of the region.
Following this introduction, this article is structured as follows: section II offers an overview of the methodology used in this work. Next, section III carried out comparisons of the results obtained in the study. Section IV offers final remarks. Lastly, a statistical annex is provided.
II
Brief methodological overview
The System of National Accounts (sna, 2008, paragraphs 15.232 and 15.233) refers to the methods of updating ppps:
"The method commonly used to extrapolate ppps from their benchmark year to another year is to use the ratio of the national accounts deflators from each country compared with a numeraire country […] to move each country's ppps forward from the benchmark.
[…] Theoretically, the best means of extrapolating ppps from a benchmark year would be to use time series of prices at the individual product level […] In practice, it is not possible […] . Therefore, an approach based on extrapolating at a macro level (for gdp or for a handful of components of gdp) is generally adopted" (eu/imf/oecd/United Nations/ World Bank, 2009).
sna 2008 recommends using a benchmark year in which ppps are robust (that is, a year in which an icp round has been held), then to extrapolate (or retropolate, or both) using national accounts deflators.
However, a methodological problem arises in relation to the level of disaggregation. Extrapolating at the individual product level, as suggested in paragraph 15.233 of sna 2008, would imply conducting a global comparison programme that would yield the required information (with the limitations typical of a project of this nature).
Obviously, if the information is available, ideally extrapolations should be performed at as detailed a level as possible, for example, for the major components of gdp spending or even at the level of certain basic headings. The choice of level at which to extrapolate depends chiefly on the quantity and quality of information available, is the implicit gdp deflator of country A in period t+k (base = 100 for period t); and ID t k R + is the implicit gdp deflator of benchmark country R in period t+k (base = 100 for period t). The main results are reported in the annex.
It should be noted, however, that the calculation of national accounts deflators use structures that vary over time in the denominators, which may obviously hinder comparison. Ideally, these deflators should be obtained on the basis of a fixed basket in the benchmark year.
Box 1
The economic theory behind ppp
The concept of purchasing power parity arose in the sixteenth century in the form of the law of one price, which established that the prices of two identical goods in two different countries should be equal over the long term, owing to international arbitrage. Thus, if the price of a good were to rise more in one country than in the other, the exchange rate between the two countries' currencies should vary proportionally to maintain international parity.
Expanding this notion to a group of goods, the ppp index for the whole economy should be equal to the long-term exchange rate.
However, there are reasons why the law of one price -and thus parity between ppps and exchange rates-are not fulfilled, such as transport costs, taxes or trade tariffs, or the non-tradability of certain services between countries.
There is also another type of theory which can explain the differences in price levels between countries. The Balassa-Samuelson hypothesis establishes that countries with higher productivity (and therefore higher income) will have higher prices. A consequence of this hypothesis is the Penn effect, whereby countries with a higher gdp will have systematically higher price levels (calculated as the ratio between ppp and the exchange rate) and vice versa. This would also indicate that, as a country develops and its relative wealth increases, so will its relative prices. Meanwhile, the price level index (pli) is defined as follows:
where PLI t k is the price level index for country k in year t; and XR t k is the market exchange rate of country k at time t with respect to the benchmark country, in this case the United States. The price level index is a percentage that indicates the level of prices in country k with respect to the level of prices in the United States, taking the dollar as the benchmark currency. Thus, a pli value equal to 0.8 (or 80%) means that in country k, 80 cents will buy the same as a dollar buys in the United States. Alternatively, it may be stated that price levels in country k are 20% lower than in the United States.
Lastly, the gdp series at constant prices expressed in ppp was calculated taking 2010 as the reference year. These series were obtained by taking 2010 gdp values at current prices and extra/retropolating for the period 2005-2013 using the corresponding growth rates of each country's gdp series, at constant prices. 4 In this exercise, the series are expressed in 2010 prices (of the United States), which is also the base year of the regional series published by eclac. Dalgaard and Sorensen (2002) warn that the aggregate method may bias the estimates if the structures of the countries' economies vary over time. The only way to mitigate this effect is to perform the extrapolation at the most disaggregated level possible.
In order to evaluate the results and compare the two methodological approaches (gdp at the highest level of aggregation compared with disaggregation), ppps were calculated by components. The level of the components should match the ppps published by icp in the 2011 round: individual consumption expenditure by government, collective consumption expenditure by government, consumption expenditure by households, gross capital formation, and exports and imports of goods and services. For each of these, the corresponding implicit gdp deflators were used to extra/retropolate ppps for the reference year. On the basis of these series of ppps by component, the eks method was used to obtain the gdplevel ppps for each of the years in the reference period.
The information was obtained from the eclac database (cepalstat) 5 and, in the case of the benchmark country (United States), from the website of the Bureau of Economic Analysis (www.bea.gov). 6 For imports and exports of goods and services, the exchange rates of each year were used as ppps, as recommended by icp.
In order to eliminate the biases mentioned by Dalgaard and Sorensen (2002) , it would be necessary to extrapolate at the product (not the component) level.
The results obtained in this study therefore still include these biases, although to a lesser extent than the results of extrapolation at the aggregate gdp level. 5 In the case of central government consumption expenditure, it is necessary to work with the breakdown into collective and individual consumption, and calculate the respective deflators separately, because this is the level of disaggregation published by icp 2011. However, owing to the lack of information in this respect for most of the countries, it was decided to use the deflator for total general government consumption in the calculation of these two components. 6 Data on general government consumption broken down into individual and collective components are not available for the United States, so estimates were obtained on the basis of the information published in the icp rounds, as well as auxiliary data published by the countries.
III
Main results
A number of comparisons can be made with the results obtained in this study. Below are presented the main differences in ranking of the countries of the region when per capita gdp is expressed in market exchange rates and in ppp for the reference years (2005 and 2011) . Series of total and per capita gdp expressed in ppp and at market exchange rates are also compared, at both current and constant prices, as well as price levels, thus showing which countries are more "expensive" and which "cheaper" in the region. We also report certain elements that arise from the comparison between the results obtained using the components method and, lastly, we analyse a number of factors that should be taken into consideration when performing this sort of comparison. By exchange rate (xr), Mexico is the country with the highest per capita gdp in 2005, followed by Chile. This order is reversed if ppps are used. This is because the price level is lower in Chile than in Mexico.
Similarly, there are significant differences in the ranking with respect to 2011: Brazil is the country showing the biggest relative difference, moving from third place (using xr) to fifth place using the ppp deflator. In 2011 the Brazilian currency, the real, underwent a sharp appreciation, reaching an average rate of 1.67 to the dollar, the lowest exchange rate in the period 2000-2013. This had a direct impact on Brazil's nominal per capita gdp in dollars that year, which is neutralized when ppps are used as the deflator.
Four hypotheses could be put forward to interpret the differences in price level among the countries of the region, and each must be duly studied and verified. The first relates to differences in countries' degrees of trade and tariff openness; the second to levels of market concentration and differentiation of the products making up the "gdp basket." A third, not insignificant, element in price determination and evolution is the effect of monetary and fiscal policies, as well as the way in which economic agents form (anticipate) their expectations. Last but not least, productivity gaps, i.e. different dynamics in processes of surplus generation and appropriation, 7 can significantly influence the configuration of absolute and relative prices and their intertemporal dynamics.
Notably, passing from 2005 to 2011 (i.e. reading the graph vertically), the ranking using ppp deflators is more stable than the ranking obtained using xr. This is evident, for example, in the changes in the rankings of Mexico and Brazil, the region's two largest countries. Using xr, Mexico moves from first to fifth places, while Brazil "jumps" from fifth to third place. These changes reflect the variation in relative prices (cf. supra). While Mexico moves from second (2005 round) to fourth place (2011 round) when using ppps, Brazil remains in fifth place in both years.
Dynamic comparison: evolution of
gdp expressed in ppp and in market exchange rates
One of the chief advantages of calculating gdp series in ppp is that it serves to assess the real contributions made by the countries to the overall regional economy, i.e. the relative size of the respective economies. Figure 2 shows these shares over the period studied for the region's two largest economies (Brazil and Mexico) in relation to total gdp for Latin America (expressed using the series in current prices). 8 8 In the context of this work, the Latin American and Caribbean region includes only those countries for which the relevant calculations could be performed. Argentina and Cuba are therefore not included, for the reasons mentioned earlier. If the shares are calculated in terms of the nominal exchange rate in 2005, Mexico's and Brazil's economies are the same size (each representing 35% of the regional total), while in ppp terms, the results show that Brazil's economy is significantly larger than Mexico's (38% of total regional gdp compared with 29%).
As may be appreciated, Brazil's share in the regional economy grows in nominal terms, from 35% in 2005 to 43% of total regional gdp in 2013, peaking at 48% in 2010 and 2011. However, when the price level is taken into account, the proportion remains between 38% and 40% throughout the reference period. This reflects both the rise in price levels in Brazil with respect to the rest of the region's countries, and the large exchange-rate variations registered during the period analysed. Notably, the shares expressed in ppp terms are more stable and less variable than those expressed in nominal terms. This holds not only for Mexico and Brazil, but for all the countries in the region. 10 Figure 3 shows the evolution of per capita gdp for Latin America and the Caribbean, as well as the difference between the two subregions in the series expressed in ppp and in market exchange rates (xr).
The series in xr in current dollars show that in 2009 the two subregions began to move closer in terms of per 9 Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela, Brazil, Mexico, Colombia and Chile. 10 The statistical annex presents the gdp series in ppp for the Latin American and Caribbean countries updated with information to January 2015, which can be used to conduct an analysis for each of the countries of the region. capita gdp, and maintained very similar values from 2011 on. In current values (xr), much of this change may be attributed to differences in relative prices. Figure 4 shows the evolution of the gdp deflators for both subregions in the period. A clear difference in trend may be seen, especially as from 2009, when relative prices accelerate in Latin America compared to the Caribbean. This demonstrates the Balassa-Samuelson effect, because the acceleration occurs in the subregion least affected by the 2009 crisis and, thus, the subregion with larger relative gdp growth.
Comparing the price level index (pli) with the relative income of each country (see figure 5 ) measuring on the basis of the per capita nominal gdp index with respect to the regional total, a certain correlation is evident between the two variables. Although the relationship is not very strong, it shows the Penn and the BalassaSamuelson effects, because those countries with a higher income level generally show a higher price level. For this reason, measurement of gdp in ppp tends to show smaller per capita gdp gaps than comparisons done in nominal terms.
The series in constant prices allow a simultaneously intertemporal and interspatial study, unlike the series measured in current ppp in which the results have to be treated as a panel, allowing cross-sectional comparisons for each year available. However, it must be recalled that the methodology used has the disadvantage that both the The non-participation of a country as large as Argentina in the latest icp round has obvious repercussions on the results of the study, in terms of both weighting and the level and evolution of regional ppps. In this respect, Epstein and Marconi (2014) offer an analysis of the effect of incorporating Argentina into the calculations.
The growth rates for the countries throughout the period are not analysed, because they are calculated on the basis of the constant price series published by the national institutions responsible for preparing the national accounts. Conversely, it is worth analysing the results at the regional and subregional levels. Figure 6 shows per capita gdp expressed in ppp at constant 2010 prices. The per capita gdp series in constant ppp for Latin America and the Caribbean are very similar to the series in current ppp (see figure 3) . This is because, given the method of extrapolation of the ppps used with implicit deflators, the current ppps include the effect of relative prices vis-à-vis the United States.
Analysis of the gdp series in constant ppps for the four subregions shows that the effect of the 2009 crisis was heavier for oecs (Antigua and Barbuda, Dominica, Grenada, Saint Lucia, Saint Kitts and Nevis, and Saint Vincent and the Grenadines) than the rest of the countries. In fact, the per capita value at the start of the period (2005) Finally, the differences between the series expressed in market exchange rates and those in ppp may be attributed to the evolution of the price level index per the International Comparison Programme (pli). Table 1 shows pli values with respect to total gdp for the countries of the region, expressed in relation to the price level of the United States. Table 1 shows both the evolution of the pli in relation to United States prices (the horizontal comparison in the table) and how the countries relate to each other in any given year (vertical comparison).
Analysing the evolution of the pli, it may be seen that South America (cumulative 60%) is the subregion whose prices rose most with respect to United States prices, with pli variations of between 37% and 90% over the period in cumulative terms. Uruguay's price level, for example, went from less than half of that of the United States in 2005 to over 80% in 2013. The analysis by gdp component suggests this is due to a strong increase in the government expenditure deflator (wage increase) in Uruguay, in comparison with other countries.
Central America (6%) showed a large increase, though not on the same scale as South America, with gains in price levels varying from 15% and 50% in cumulative terms over the period with respect to United States prices. Mexico, El Salvador and the Dominican Republic are exceptions, with variations of 4%, 8% and -2%, respectively.
Finally, the Caribbean (2%) shows small increases and even some decreases, with the exception of Suriname, whose price movements are more similar to those of South America.
With regard to the "vertical" comparison between countries, the Caribbean shows very similar price levels, with the exception of the Bahamas and Barbados, which are in fact more expensive than the United States in several years of the period analysed (pli over 100). The Central America group also shows relatively similar levels, except for Costa Rica and Mexico, which are the most expensive countries of the subregion towards the end of the period [2005] [2006] [2007] [2008] [2009] [2010] [2011] [2012] [2013] . In this regard, Costa Rica is the country to have changed its pli ranking most, from fourth place in 2005 to first place in 2013, easily passing Mexico (by over ten percentage points). As in the case of Uruguay, the explanation for this lies in policies adopted to increase public sector wages (see figure 7) .
South America is the most uneven grouping in terms of relative prices. For example, Brazil, Colombia and Uruguay had similar price levels in 2005, but by the end of the period they were very different (with gaps of around 20 percentage points in 2013). Chile was the most expensive country in the subregion in 2005, surpassing the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela by almost ten percentage points in this regard. But in 2013, price levels in Chile and the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela were both around 70% of United States prices, and they were, respectively, the third and fourth most expensive countries in the subregion, after Uruguay and Brazil.
The differences between the various subregions are the consequence of two main factors: (i) prices in the Caribbean (and, to a lesser extent, in Central America) are more strongly tied than prices in South America to United States prices, and (ii) the exchange-rate effect, where exchange rates in the Caribbean are much more stable than those in Latin America, although there are a few exceptions, such as the cases of Jamaica and Suriname or the Latin American countries with dollarized economies (Ecuador, Panama and El Salvador). The first factor applies mainly to trend differences (the horizontal or temporal comparison), while the second partially explains both types of differences, trend and geographical (or vertical). 
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Comparison of the results at the aggregate level and by component (series at current prices)
As noted earlier, one of the objectives of the exercise was to compare the results obtained at the aggregate level of gdp and in the disaggregation by component. The exercise by component was carried out for the nine South American countries included in this study and Mexico, being the countries of the region that participated in the 2005 and 2011 rounds and, thus, offering a basis for comparison of the estimates with respect to the benchmark. Table 2 compares the results obtained from the two methods, i.e. comparing the calculations at the gdp level with those performed at the component level. It should be noted that differences of more than 3% arise even for the base year 2011 (column shown in grey in table 2). A priori, these two ppps could be expected to be the same; however, there are differences in the weightings of the components in the national accounts, both for the Latin American countries and for the benchmark country, with respect to those used in the icp in 2011, which partly explains the disparities. Furthermore, the multilateral aggregation was applied to the component estimates for only 11 of the countries involved (the ten Latin American countries plus the United States), while the icp operation included the 16 Latin American countries participating in the Programme, except Chile and Mexico, which were included in the oecd "region". 12 As is evident in table 2, there are significant differences which tend to grow broader at the tails of the series. This is the case of Brazil, Colombia, Ecuador, Peru and Uruguay, whose ppps are similar in 2011, with the differences growing the further from that year the estimate is taken.
It should be noted that the ppps estimated by components tend to show higher values than those estimated at the gdp level. The Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela and Chile show more irregular differences owing to changes in the prices of their main export commodities (oil and copper, respectively). is mainly because the component method uses the exchange rate for exports and imports as a benchmark ppp. The rationale for this practice is that commodity prices -in the absence of transport costs, insurance and taxes, among others-should be the same in dollars for all the countries, such that relative prices (and ppps), should be given by the exchange rate. 14 Extrapolating 14 The situation with services (tourism, for example) is different and much more complex; for the sake of simplicity the icp uses ppp exchange rates as a benchmark. ppps using the aggregate gdp deflator incorporates the effect of changes in the prices of the countries' export and import baskets (because they are involved in the calculation of the gdp deflator), which is not necessarily reflected in the exchange rates used in the estimation by component. Figure 8 reports the per capita gdp series in current ppp, estimated at the aggregate level and by component.
In general, the values of per capita gdp in ppp estimated by component are smaller than those estimated at the aggregate level. These differences may be quite large for some countries, as much as 10% of total per capita gdp for some years. This is the case of the Plurinational State of Bolivia.
For the reasons explained, the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela and Chile, and to a lesser extent Ecuador, present some rather different traits, with per capita gdp differences that can change sign depending on the method used. For example, for the Bolivarian Republic Finally, it is important to mention that, given the non-additive nature of the eks method used by icp and in this exercise, a statistical discrepancy arises between total real gdp in ppp and the sum of the components in ppp, which hinders the calculation of the real share of the components in gdp and the estimation of specific aggregates, such as domestic absorption. The size of this discrepancy varies markedly between the countries, with values of less than 1% for Colombia over the whole period and differences of almost 15% of total gdp in the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela for 2005. As may be appreciated, the ppps obtained using the components method show closer values to the reference year 2005 for all the countries. For some countries, such as Ecuador, Peru and the Plurinational State of Bolivia, the ppps by component show values very close to the reference period, with differences of less than 1%, while those estimated at the aggregate gdp level show larger differences of between 6% and 10%. In the case of the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela, Brazil, Paraguay and Uruguay, the ppps estimated differ notably from those obtained in the 2005 icp round, which speaks to the weakness of extrapolation/retropolation methods.
It is also important to bear in mind that the results of the icp for 2005 are also estimates and, as such, may have biases. In this regard, Deaton and Aten (2014) argue that ppps calculated in the context of the 2005 round of icp, especially those referring to household consumption, are overestimated owing mainly to the methodology used to link the different regions. These authors find that the overestimates are largest for the regions of Asia, Western Asia and Africa, although they also affect Latin America. In that case the "real" ppps would be closer to the extrapolations performed in this study. 
IV
Final remarks
This work examined different options for obtaining series of ppps without incurring additional costs.
There are a number of limitations in relation to the availability of information, especially for those countries which did not participate directly in the 2005 or 2011 rounds of the International Comparison Programme (icp). There are also methodological limitations, because despite having followed the recommendations of sna 2008 to estimate the ppp series, the results may have significant biases arising from a "structure effect." These biases can be reduced by extrapolating at more disaggregated levels, as in the components method. However, it is not viable to use this method for the countries of the Caribbean, most of which do not compile gdp by type of expenditure at constant prices and, thus, do not have deflators by type of expenditure.
In order to improve the results and mitigate estimate biases, it is therefore necessary to perform the calculations by component, and even at a lower level in the case of household consumption, which merits a special analysis owing to its large share of gdp.
This article has pointed to other factors that may introduce discrepancies into the estimates and the benchmark values obtained for the reference years. A first difference lies in the fact that ppp rates are calculated on a multilateral basis, meaning that a change in the information of one of the countries involved affects the ppp estimates of all the countries. In this regard, if the group of countries participating in the calculation is not the same, this may have significant effects in the end results.
In the case of the components method, the results include only ten countries of Latin America and the United States as a benchmark, for reasons of comparability and availability of information for the 2005 and 2011 rounds of icp.
The second difference occurs because of methodological differences implemented between the 2005 and 2011 rounds of icp in the linking of the regional ppp calculations. The methodology used to link the regional results changed significantly between the two rounds: in 2005 a ring methodology was used, whereby only 18 countries participated in the global calculation in representation of all the participating regions. Conversely, the 2011 round adopted a common global basket using information from all the participating countries.
According to Deaton and Aten (2014) , this methodological difference is responsible for much of the widespread overestimation of ppp for household consumption (and, thus, of gdp) in the 2005 round. These authors find that the overestimation is chiefly due to two factors: (i) the inclusion of products in the "ring basket" that were available only in developed countries and that were therefore expensive in poorer countries, and (ii) the use of average weightings in the ring methodology, which led to some products that were expensive but had little weight in a developing country's expenditure (such as air transport) weighing more in the ring calculation.
Despite the limitations mentioned, the series prepared for this work observe international standards and recommendations and may be used to conduct comparative studies between countries. From an analytical perspective, these results are an important input for proving the interpretative hypothesis on differences in the level and evolution of prices in the countries of the region, including gaps between them in trade and tariff openness and in productivity, and indeed, in the characteristics of their production matrixes and markets. 
